
	

	

Memorandum 
 

Date:  May 19, 2017 

To:  Budget Committee Members 

From:  Twylla Miller, Budget & Analysis Manger (AIC), (541) 682‐8417 

Subject: May 24th Budget Committee Meeting Materials 
 
 
Attached are the following materials for your meeting on Wednesday, May 24th: 
 

 Agenda for May 24, 2017 Budget Committee meeting 

 Minutes from the May 10, 2017 meeting 

 Draft Motions 

 Information Response Memo 
 
Hard copies of these items will be provided to Budget Committee members at the meeting. A direct 
link to these and other Budget Committee meeting materials can be found here: www.eugene‐
or.gov/2517/Budget‐Meeting‐Materials . This link will be updated with these materials the morning 
of May 9th. 
 
Please review the draft minutes from the 5/10/2017 Budget Committee meeting. If you have any 
edits to these minutes, please send them to Jenna Boyd electronically at 
Jenna.l.boyd@ci.eugene.or.us  prior to the meeting on Wednesday and she will compile a list of 
changes for the committee’s review and approval. 
 
We look forward to seeing you on Wednesday. If you have questions about the packet or the 
meeting, know that you will not be attending the meeting, need to attend via teleconference or need 
other help, please call me at (541) 682‐8417. 
 
 
 



	

	

	



 
A G E N D A 

EUGENE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 

Bascom Tykeson Room, Eugene Public Library 
100 West 10th Avenue, 5:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 

 

 
 
 
 
5:30 – 6:15 p.m.  I. Public Comment 
     
6:15 – 6:20 p.m.  II. Minutes Approval 
    Scott Nowicki, Acting Budget Committee Chair 
 
6:20 – 7:00 p.m.  III. Budget Committee Deliberation 
    Scott Nowicki, Acting Budget Committee Chair 
 
7:00 – 7:10 p.m.  V. Break 
 
7:10 – 8:50 p.m.  VI. Budget Committee Deliberation & Action on FY18 Proposed Budget 
    Scott Nowicki, Acting Budget Committee Chair 
 
8:50 – 9:00 p.m.  VII. Recognition of Service 
    Scott Nowicki, Acting Budget Committee Chair 
     
9:00 p.m.    Adjourn 
 
 

November 2017, Service Profile Meetings 

 Culture & Recreation Services 
 Public Safety Services 

 
 

 
The City of Eugene is committed to access for all participants.  All events are held in wheelchair accessible 
rooms.  For individuals who are hearing impaired, an interpreter, note taker or FM assistive listening system 
(if available) can be provided with three business days’ notice prior to the event.  Materials can be made 
available in alternate formats if requested in advance and are available on the City’s website at 
www.eugene‐or.gov/budget.  To arrange for services or for more information about the session, please 
contact the Finance Division at (541) 682‐5512.  
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MINUTES	
	

Eugene	Budget	Committee	
Bascom‐Tykeson	Room,	100	West	10th	Avenue	

Eugene,	OR	97401	
	

May	10,	2017	
5:30	p.m.	

	
Committee	Members	Present:	City	Council	Members	Mike	Clark,	Chris	Pryor,	Emily	Semple,	Claire	Syrett,	
Betty	Taylor;	Budget	Committee	Citizen	Members	Ken	Beeson,	Jill	Fetherstonhaugh,	Jon	Jasper,	Shaun	
Londahl,	Scott	Nowicki	(Acting	Chair),	Josh	Skov		
	
Committee	Members	Absent:	City	Council	Members	Greg	Evans,	Alan	Zelenka;	Budget	Committee	Citizen	
Member	Garrett	Dunlavey			
	
Guest:	Mayor	Lucy	Vinis	
	
CALL	TO	ORDER	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	called	the	meeting	to	order	at	5:30	p.m.		
	
I.		 PUBLIC	COMMENT	
	
	 1.	Dana	Petersen	–	Deputy	Program	Manager	of	ShelterCare.	Noted	that	ShelterCare	provided	

services	for	over	1,200	homeless	individuals	last	year.	Advocated	for	continued	funding	to	the	
Human	Services	Commission	and	for	the	Dusk	to	Dawn	program.	Declared	that	safety	net	programs	
like	Dusk	to	Dawn	offer	a	path	to	stable	housing,	which	decreases	related	costs	such	as	law	
enforcement	and	healthcare.	

	 2.	Mike	Caven	–	President	of	the	Lane	Profession	Fire	Fighters	Association.	Appreciated	the	Budget	
Committee’s	focus	on	the	ambulance	transport	system.	Regarding	the	confusion	over	a	previous	
comparison	to	the	Seattle	Fire	Department,	said	that,	although	we	should	aspire	to	the	high	quality	
system	Seattle	demonstrates,	their	model	does	not	fit	what	they	are	doing	in	the	Eugene	
community.	Also	commented	on	the	mental	and	physical	toll	of	the	additional	call	volume	on	
employees,	leading	to	attrition	and	sick	leave.	Stated	that	over	the	last	few	years,	they	have	lost	15	
firefighters	to	other	departments.	

	 3.	Brian	Weaver	–	Referencing	Mr.	Skov’s	motion	for	an	open	budget	website,	thinks	the	tool	would	
be	insufficient	as	it	should	be	entirely	independent	of	City	staff.	Argued	instead	for	an	unbiased,	
independent	city	auditor.	Mr.	Weaver	noted	that	he	has	launched	an	initiative	to	put	a	ballot	
measure	together	for	an	elected	city	auditor.	Stated	that	this	would	cost	0.12%	of	the	City	budget	
and	save	the	City	roughly	5%	of	the	budget,	so	it	would	pay	for	itself.		

	 4.	Pat	Walsh	–	Chair	of	Lane	County	Poverty	and	Homelessness	Board.	Concerned	about	the	status	of	
funding	for	the	Dusk	to	Dawn	program	as	well	as	a	potential	$125,000	reduction	to	the	Human	
Services	Commission	funds.	Appreciates	Mayor	Vinis	starting	a	conversation	on	the	feasibility	and	
viability	of	a	low‐barrier	shelter	in	the	community	but	believes	funds	for	both	Human	Services	and	
Dusk	to	Dawn	should	be	maintained	or	increased	until	the	shelter	is	operational.	
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	 5.	Jennifer	Frenzer‐Knowlton	–	Reiterated	a	previous	request	to	expand	the	outdoor	programs	that	
are	providing	shelter,	such	as	the	rest	stops,	Dusk	to	Dawn	and	car	camping,	and	for	seed	money	to	
plan	and	implement	indoor	shelter	programs	in	advance	of	winter.	

	 6.	John	Barofsky	–	Proposed	setting	aside	some	of	the	Comcast	settlement	money	for	other	projects	
like	a	railroad	quiet	zone.	Mentioned	this	would	be	an	appropriate	use	for	one‐time	funds,	which	
would	benefit	the	community	as	a	whole.	

	 7.	David	Monk	–	Excited	by	Mr.	Skov’s	proposal	for	an	online	budget	resource	but	encouraged	the	
Budget	Committee	not	to	take	funds	from	the	sister	cities	program	and	neighborhood	associations.	
Feels	that	an	open	budget	site,	however,	would	not	be	enough	to	restore	citizen	trust	in	local	
government.	Invited	all	attendees	to	a	meeting	with	the	former	Portland	City	Auditor	the	
subsequent	week	who	will	speak	about	how	auditing	can	improve	city	government.	

	
II.		 MINUTES	APPROVAL	
	
The	Budget	Committee	received	past	meeting	minutes	for	review	and	approval.	The	minutes	pending	
approval	were	for	the	following	meeting:	May	3,	2017.	
	

MOTION	AND	VOTE:	Councilor	Clark,	seconded	by	Mr.	Skov,	moved	to	approve	the	minutes	as	
described	above.	PASSED	11:0.	

	
III.		 2021	WORLD	CHAMPIONSHIPS	UPDATE	
	
Assistant	City	Manager	Sarah	Medary	provided	historical	context	for	the	2021	World	Championships	taking	
place	in	Eugene.	Ms.	Medary	also	discussed	preparations,	outcomes,	criteria	for	project	funding	and	next	
steps	for	the	event,	including	an	update	and	plan	in	the	fall	for	City	Council.	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	opened	up	the	queue	for	questions.	Budget	Committee	members	asked	some	clarifying	
questions	regarding	2021	preparations	and	funding.		
	
IV.		 URBAN	RENEWAL	AGENCY	BUDGET	
	
Denny	Braud,	Planning	and	Development	Director,	and	Maurizio	Bottalico,	Senior	Financial	Analyst,	provided	
a	brief	overview	of	the	Urban	Renewal	Agency	budget	and	current	approved	projects.	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	opened	up	the	queue	for	questions.	Committee	members	asked	questions	related	to	the	
Urban	Renewal	projects.		
	 	
V.		 BREAK	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	called	for	the	Committee	to	be	in	recess	for	a	break	at	6:30	p.m.	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	called	the	meeting	back	to	order	at	6:41	p.m.	
	
VI.		 BUDGET	COMMITTEE	DELIBERATION	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	gave	the	author	of	each	proposed	motion	three	minutes	to	speak	about	their	proposal	
and	explain	their	rationale	behind	the	motion.	After	the	motions	were	presented,	City	Manager	Jon	Ruiz	spoke	
about	the	potential	impacts	of	the	proposals.	Acting	Chair	Nowicki	had	Budget	Committee	members	express	
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their	thoughts	on	any	or	all	of	the	proposed	motions	in	a	round	robin	before	opening	up	the	queue	for	further	
questions	and	discussion.	
	
Mr.	Skov	left	at	7:40	p.m.	
	
VII.		 NEXT	STEPS	
	
Acting	Chair	Nowicki	advised	Budget	Committee	members	to	refine	and	prepare	their	motions	for	vote	at	the	
May	24th	meeting.	He	requested	that	motions	be	submitted	to	City	staff	by	5	p.m.	on	Thursday,	May	18th	so	
they	can	be	circulated	to	the	Committee	as	a	whole	prior	to	the	meeting.	
	
ADJOURN	
	
The	meeting	adjourned	at	8:07	p.m.	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	
	
	
	
Jenna	Boyd	
Program	Coordinator,	Finance	Division	





Draft	Budget	Committee	Motions	
May	19,	2017	
	

Budget	Transparency	Solution	Motion	

Josh	Skov:	
Motion:		Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	City	Council	to	amend	the	proposed	
budget	to	include	funding	to	procure	and	implement	a	public	budget	transparency	solution,	as	
described	below,	to	go	live	in	advance	of	the	FY18‐19	budget	deliberations.		
	
The	motion	requests	that	the	City	allocate	$40,000	($20,000	one‐time)	to	pursue	this	resolution	
from	the	following	sources:	

 Up	to	$20,000	in	one‐time	funding	to	cover	one‐time	costs,	such	as	the	bid/RFP	process	
itself	and	the	upfront	establishment	of	City	capabilities.	The	funds	shall	come	from	the	
Reserve	for	Revenue	Shortfall	(RRSF),	and	specifically	from	the	one‐time	money	from	the	
Comcast	settlement.	

 $15,000	in	ongoing	funding	from	the	Sister	Cities	program	(i.e.,	taking	back	some	of	what	
we	added	in	the	last	budget	cycle).	

 $2,500	in	ongoing	funding	from	the	current	(increased,	as	of	FY17)	neighborhood	
association	budget	for	newsletters	and	other	external	communication.	

 $2,500	in	ongoing	funding	from	the	General	Fund	(unspecified	source).	

The	solution	shall	include	but	not	be	limited	to	the	following	functionality:	

 Allow	visitors	to	browse	current	revenues	and	expenditures	at	a	detailed	level.	
 Have	aggregation	and	disaggregation	capability	that	provides	a	high‐level	view	of	the	entire	

budget	and	entire	departments,	with	single‐click	ability	to	move	directly	to	more	detailed	
views.	

 Provide	similar	insights	by	fund.	
 Provide	similar	aggregation	and	disaggregation	of	the	revenue	side.	

Ideally,	the	solution	should	include	the	following	functionality	as	well:	

 Have	a	clear	bridge	between	the	Department	and	Division	views	and	the	Fund	view.	
 Include	connections	to	the	Unfunded	Needs	Assessment	(UNA).	
 Provide	(or	provide	links	to)	programmatic	or	project	information	for	major	expenditures,	

including	those	attached	to	bond	measures	(such	as	our	pavement	preservation	program,	
and	library	activities	funded	by	the	recent	bond.	

	

	

	

	



Human	Services	Commission	Motions	

Ken	Beeson:	
Motion:		Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	Eugene	City	Council	to	increase	FY18	
General	Fund	contribution	on	a	one‐time	basis	to	the	Human	Services	Commission	by	$154,655	to	
provide	Eugene’s	share	of	FY18	cost	for	Dusk	to	Dawn	winter	warming	site	program.		Funding	
would	initially	come	from	Reserve	for	Revenue	Shortfall	Fund	(RRSF)	with	direction	to	the	City	
Manager	to	restore	said	reserve	using	Marginal	Beginning	Working	Capital	(MBWC)	in	
Supplemental	Budget	#1	after	the	capital	transfer	and	any	other	prearranged	expenditures	are	
accounted	for.					
	
Rationale:		The	Dusk	to	Dawn	project	is	a	joint	effort	by	Eugene,	Springfield	and	Lane	County	that	
began	in	FY17	to	help	mitigate	illness	and	hypothermia	among	unsheltered	homeless	persons	
between	November	1	and	March	31.		This	project,	developed	by	the	Poverty	and	Homelessness	
Board,	Lane	County	staff	and	local	providers,	served	78	families	and	383	single	individuals	this	past	
winter.	Funding	was	provided	from	a	one‐time	State	of	Oregon	grant	and	those	funds	are	not	
expected	to	be	renewed	this	coming	winter.	Total	cost	for	the	program	is	estimated	to	$205,500	
and	is	proposed	to	be	shared	by	Eugene,	Springfield	and	Lane	County	by	percentages	representing	
each	jurisdiction’s	share	of	the	homeless	population	based	on	the	Lane	county	client/homeless	
management	information	system	as	follows:	Eugene	$154,655,	Springfield	$27,541,	Lane	County	
$23,304.		Use	of	RRSF	and	MBWC	for	this	one‐time	expenditure	is	an	appropriate	matching	of	one‐
time	resources	with	one‐time	expenditures.	

Ken	Beeson:	
Motion:		Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	Eugene	City	Council	to	increase	FY18	
General	Fund	contribution	to	the	Human	Services	Commission	on	a	one‐time	basis	by	$125,000	to	
fund	HSC	priority	services.		Funding	would	come	from	Marginal	Beginning	Working	Capital	
(MBWC)	in	Supplemental	Budget	#1	after	the	capital	transfer	and	any	other	prearranged	
expenditures	are	accounted	for.					
	
Shelter	Motions	
	
Councilor	Semple:	
Motion:	Move	to	direct	the	City	Council	to	amend	the	proposed	budget	to	allocate	$1	million	of	
Comcast	settlement	money	for	Homeless	Shelter/Community	Center	seed	money	and	
continued/increased	support	for	rest	stop,	dusk	to	dawn,	and	other	shelter	first/emergency	
options.	

	

Councilor	Zelenka:	
Motion:  Move	to	allocate	$1	million	dollars	of	one‐time	Comcast	Settlement	Funds	to	develop	
additional	shelter	beds/units/spaces.		Request	that	the	City	Manager	develop	a	plan	for	spending	
these	funds	within	the	next	2	years,	with	an	emphasis	on	new	low	barrier	shelters,	tiny	home	
villages,	and	enhancing	the	shelter	options	we	are	already	doing	(e.g.,	Opportunity	Village,	rest	
stops,	car	camping,	etc.).	
	

	



Ambulance	Capacity	Motions:	

Jon	Jasper	
Motion:	I	move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	City	Council	to	amend	the	
proposed	budget	to	provide	funding	for	Eugene	Fire	to	get	the	addition	of:	

a. One	additional	24‐hour	ALS	medic	unit,	with	the	necessary	associated	FTE’s;	and	
b. Two	additional	24‐hour	BLS	medic	units,	with	the	necessary	associated	FTE’s,	instead	of	the	

currently	proposed	one	12‐hour	BLS	medic	unit;	and		
c. $500K	of	one	time	funds	from	the	Reserve	for	Revenue	Shortfall	for	the	acquisition	of	two	

new	ALS	capable	medic	units.		
		

This	motion	directs	the	City	Manager	make	the	necessary	adjustments	to	the	budget,	as	he	deems	
necessary	to	balance	the	budget	and	to	minimize	the	ongoing	impacts	of	this	change,	but	done	so	in	
a	manner	so	that	there	are	not	any	reductions	in	staffing	or	service	levels	provided	by	Eugene	
Police,	Eugene	Fire/EMS,	or	other	life	safety	services	provided	by	Eugene	or	any	of	its	partners	as	a	
result.	

Rationale:	
I	propose	we	make	the	following	adjustments	to	the	FY18	budget	to	fund	this:	

1. Do	not	add	the	funding	for	the	0.5	FTE	Assistant	City	Manager	position	{‐$124,000}	
2. Do	not	add	the	funding	for	the	0.5	FTE	Planning	Executive	Director	position	{‐$102,000}	
3. Reduce	the	year	to	year	increase	in	General	Fund	contribution	as	compared	to	the	adopted	

FY17	budget	for	Planning	&	Development	by	$525,000	(75%	reduction	in	increased	
amount)	

4. Reduce	the	year	to	year	increase	in	General	Fund	contribution	as	compared	to	the	adopted	
FY17	budget	for	Public	Works	by	$366,000	(75%	reduction	in	increased	amount)	

5. Reduce	the	year	to	year	increase	in	General	Fund	contribution	as	compared	to	the	adopted	
FY17	budget	for	Central	Services	by	$1,002,000	(75%	reduction	in	increased	amount)	

6. Reduce	the	year	to	year	increase	in	General	Fund	contribution	as	compared	to	the	adopted	
FY17	budget	for	Library,	Recreation	and	Cultural	Services	by	$180,000	(10%	reduction	in	
increased	amount)		

The	suggested	budget	adjustments	represent	approximately	$2,299,000	of	ongoing	funds	to	be	
allocated	to	funding	the	additional	ongoing	costs	for	the	additional	medic	units	above	what	was	
proposed.		

The	$500K	of	one	time	funds	shall	come	from	the	reserve	for	revenue	shortfall	account,	“Comcast	
Settlement”,	as	a	one‐time	expense	of	this	nature	would	be	consistent	with	the	values	of	the	City	of	
Eugene.		

These	same	funds	could	be	used	to	instead	staff	two	ALS	units	if	the	expansion	of	the	BLS	service	
does	not	produce	the	desired	results,	or	the	funds	could	be	used	to	staff	four	24‐hour	BLS	units	if	
the	BLS	system	proves	to	be	successful;	without	the	need	for	a	supplemental	budget	request.	These	
adjustments	could	be	made	in	the	future	as	needed,	and	the	new	units	are	recommended	to	be	
purchased	with	the	intention	of	being	either	ALS	or	BLS	capable.		



The	new	units	should	be	put	into	service	as	soon	as	feasible,	and	completing	the	necessary	hiring	
and	training	processes	should	be	done	expeditiously.	However,	this	motion	should	not	be	
considered	a	directive	for	Eugene	Fire	to	put	the	units	into	service	earlier,	as	generating	such	
overtime	which	would	actually	stress	the	EMS	system	further.	This	delay	in	implementation	time,	
will	reduce	the	necessary	ongoing	costs	in	the	first	year,	by	approximately	50%.		

	
Councilor	Syrett	
Motion:	I	move	to	recommend	that	the	city	council	allocate	funding	in	the	amount	of	$2	million	of	
on‐going	expenses	and	up	to	$500,000	in	one‐time	expense	for	two	24‐hour	transport	ambulances	
in	order	to	provide	both	Basic	Life	Services	(BLS)	and	Advanced	Life	Services	(ALS)	coverage.	These	
expenditures	shall	be	paid	for	through	a	combination	of	the	use	of	one‐time	Comcast	settlement	
dollars,	reserve	for	revenue	shortfall	and	a	possible	increase	in	the	charge	levied	on	private	
ambulance	provider	services.	The	city	manager’s	draft	budget	provides	funding	for	12‐hours	of	BLS	
and	one	time	expenditure	of	$250,000	bringing	the	balance	needed	to	cover	the	remaining	
expenses	to	$1,650,000."	
	
	
Councilor	Semple:	
Motion:		Move	to	recommend	to	the	City	Council	to	increase	funding	for	one	additional	BLS	
ambulance	in	the	amount	of	$500,000	on	a	one‐time	basis	in	FY18.		The	funding	for	this	addition	
would	come	from	the	Reserve	for	Revenue	Shortfall.	
	
	

Process	Motions	($	not	requested)	

Ken	Beeson	
Motion:		Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	the	City	Council	review	City	of	Eugene	
General	Fund	allocation	to	the	Human	Services	Commission	(HSC)	for	Ongoing	Support	funding	in	
context	of	overall	City	of	Eugene	human	service	funding	with	goal	of	increasing	Ongoing	Support	
funding	to	HSC	to	$1.1	million.	
	 	
Rationale:		Eugene’s	General	Fund	allocation	to	HSC	for	ongoing	support	funding	was	reduced	in	
the	FY11	–	FY16	period	as	part	of	larger	city‐wide	budget	reductions	resulting	from	the	recession.		
In	FY17	the	Budget	Committee	recommended	and	the	council	approved	an	increase	in	ongoing	
funding	from	$610,000	(FY16)	to	$810,000	(FY17).		That	increase	was	accompanied	by	a	motion	
approved	by	the	Budget	Committee	that	recommended	the	Council	review	the	General	Fund	
allocation	to	HSC	for	ongoing	support	funding	in	the	context	of	overall	City	human	services	funding	
with	a	goal	of	increasing	that	funding	level	to	$1.1	million	by	FY20.			

This	proposed	motion	makes	that	same	recommendation.		Although	that	review	has	not	happened,	
I	believe	it	would	still	be	beneficial	for	the	Council	to	review	the	HSC	funding	levels,	the	uses	of	
those	funds,	and	define	the	City	objectives	for	that	funding	in	relation	to	overall	human	services	
work	by	the	City.		

	

	



Budget	Committee	Recommendation	Motions:	
	
City	of	Eugene	(COE)	
 
Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	Eugene	City	Council	the	FY18	Budget	for	the	
City	of	Eugene	that	consists	of	the	City	Manager's	Proposed	FY18	Budget,	including	the	property	tax	
levies	and/or	rates	contained	therein,	amended	to	reflect	appropriations	for	prior	year	
encumbrances	and	prior	year	capital	projects	with	the	following	amendments:	
	

	

	

	

Urban	Renewal	Agency	(URA)	
 
Move	that	the	Budget	Committee	recommend	to	the	Eugene	City	Council,	acting	as	the	Urban	
Renewal	Agency	Board	of	Directors,	the	FY18	Budget	for	the	Eugene	Urban	Renewal	Agency	that	
consists	of	the	City	Manager's	FY18	Proposed	Budget,	including	the	property	tax	levies	and/or	rates	
contained	therein,	amended	to	reflect	appropriations	for	prior	year	encumbrances	and	prior	year	
capital	projects.	
	
	





	

	

 
Memorandum 
	
Date:	 May	19,	2017	
	
To:	 Budget	Committee		
	
From:	 Twylla	Miller,	Budget	&	Analysis	Manager	(AIC)	
	
Subject:	 Information	Requests		
	
This	memo	includes	responses	to	unanswered	questions	received	since	the	May	3,	2017	Budget	
Committee	meeting.	I	have	included	all	responses	to	all	questions	asked	to	date	in	this	memo	with	new	
information	provided	for	the	following	questions:	13,	14,	15,	16,	26,	30	and	31.	
	

#	
Date		

Requested	
BC		

Member	 Question/Information	Request	 Department

1	 4/26/2017	 Semple	
Is	the	Comcast	settlement	(one‐time	dollars)	being	
used	for	ongoing	items?	 CS	

	
On	Supplemental	Budget	#1,	the	City	Council	transferred	$16.5	million	of	the	total	Comcast	settlement	
funds	into	the	Reserve	for	Revenue	Shortfall.		Those	dollars	remain	in	the	reserve	as	part	of	the	FY18	
Proposed	Budget.		
	
The	total	Comcast	settlement	was	$18.75	million.		On	supplemental	budget	#1,	City	Council	approved	a	
number	of	items	that	were	allocated	according	to	prior	direction	from	the	City	Council	and	Budget	
Committee.	Other	items,	totaling	$1.7	million,	were	allocated	for	one‐time	funding	for	City	Council	
priority	plans	and	initiatives.		None	of	the	Comcast	settlement	funds	were	allocated	in	the	FY17	
supplemental	budget	for	ongoing	costs.		In	addition	to	the	supplemental	budget	allocations,	there	are	
several	one‐time	allocations	in	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget.			
	
Below	is	a	grouping	of	the	FY17	supplemental	budget	and	FY18	proposed	budget	one‐time	funding	items.		
Some	of	the	items	have	been	funded	on	a	one‐time	basis	in	both	FY17	and	FY18,	some	were	funded	on	a	
one‐time	basis	in	FY17	and	ongoing	in	FY18,	and	some	of	the	items	are	funded	only	in	either	FY17	or	
FY18	on	a	one‐time	basis.	
	
Funded	as	a	one‐time	expenditure	in	FY17	with	ongoing	funding	proposed	in	FY18:	

 Police	Auditor	Community	Engagement	Position	
 Assistant	City	Manager	&	Executive	Director	Positions	

Funded	as	a	one‐time	expenditure	in	FY17	with	another	one‐time	expenditure	proposed	in	FY18:	
 Downtown	&	Urban	Parks	
 Envision	Eugene	Legal	Support	



2	
	
The	remaining	FY17	supplemental	budget	items	were	funded	on	a	one‐time	basis	in	FY17.	Some	items	
were	truly	one‐time	with	no	additional	funding	needed	such	as	the	CLASS	recreation	system	replacement	
(recreation	program	software)	and	others	are	items	on	the	UNA	list	which	require	ongoing	funding	but	
were	funded	on	a	one‐time	basis	this	year,	such	as	the	Growth	Monitoring	Program	Development	(UNA	
#94)	and	Climate	Recovery	Ordinance	Communications	&	Department	Plans	(UNA	#	6	–	CRO	City	
Organization	Implementation).	This	approach	starts	additional	work	in	these	areas	and	if	we	are	unable	
to	secure	ongoing	funding	for	these	items	as	work	progresses,	the	work	can	be	scaled	back	with	minimum	
impact	to	staffing	levels	or	related	long‐term	commitments.	

The	FY17	Supplemental	Budget	one	time	funding	requests	are	shown	below.	
	

FY17	Supplemental	Budget	#1:		One‐Time	Funding	Requests

	
	
The	FY18	one‐time	funding	items	are:		Downtown	and	Urban	Parks	Improvements	($500,000;	also	
funded	one‐time	in	FY17);	Body	Worn	Cameras	($250,000;	also	funded	one‐time	in	the	FY17	Adopted	
Budget	(grant	match));	Envision	Eugene	Legal	Services	($181,000;	also	funded	one‐time	in	FY17);	and	
Greenhill	Contract	Increase	($100,000).	
	

2	 4/26/2017	 Semple	
Why	are	one‐time	items	being	funded	out	of	the	
General	Fund?	
	

CS	

	
The	General	Fund	represents	the	discretionary	funding	for	the	City;	funds	that	aren’t	restricted	by	statue	
or	Council	policy	for	a	specific	purpose.	There	are	a	number	of	one‐time	items	related	to	services	in	the	
General	Fund	that	are	being	funded	out	of	one‐time	resources	in	the	General	Fund.		
	
Over	the	past	several	years	the	City	has	supported	programs	in	stages	or	through	implementation	of	pilot	
programs	which	allows	the	City	to	implement	strategies	and	evaluate	effectiveness	prior	to	the	obligation	
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of	ongoing	funding.	This	approach	also	allows	progress	to	be	made	on	important	community	goals	
without	making	long‐term	funding	commitments	during	periods	of	fiscal	constraint.		
	

3	 4/26/2017	 Semple	
What	are	the	three	areas	Council	identified	for	use	of	
Local	Marijuana	Tax	funding?	Why	are	we	funding	
administration	fees	from	this	source?	

CS	

	
In	September	2016,	the	City	Council	identified	the	following	areas	for	use	of	local	marijuana	tax	funds:	
community	courts,	Human	Services	Commission	in	such	a	way	as	the	City	has	done	in	the	past	to	ensure	
services	delivered	with	this	money	be	delivered	to	the	City	of	Eugene,	and	parks	safety	&	security.	
	
The	Oregon	Department	of	Revenue	(DOR)	is	providing	tax	collection	and	other	administrative	duties	for	
the	City	of	Eugene	related	to	the	local	marijuana	tax.	There	is	a	cost	for	DOR	to	provide	this	service	for	the	
City	which	is	estimated	to	be	$20K	ongoing.	The	net	proceeds	received	from	the	local	marijuana	tax	will	
be	used	to	provide	the	services	identified	by	the	City	Council.	
	

4	 4/26/2017	 Taylor	
Are	the	URA	staff	additions	new	employees	or	current	
staff?	 PDD	

	
The	City	Council	approved	a	plan	amendment	in	June	2016	in	order	to	build	upon	the	existing	momentum	
of	revitalization	occurring	in	the	downtown	area	which	included	the	additional	staffing	to	manage	
projects	such	as	High‐speed	fiber,	Farmers'	Market,	Park	Blocks	and	Open	Spaces,	and	redevelopment	of	
the	former	LCC	Downtown	Center.	Without	the	plan	amendment,	FTE	would	have	been	reduced.	The	
staffing	plan	for	Urban	Renewal	projects	and	financial	management	is	under	development,	and	it	is	
anticipated	that	at	least	1.5	of	the	FTE	will	be	new	employees.	
	

5	 4/26/2017	 Taylor	 How	much	revenue	is	foregone	by	property	tax	
exemptions?	

CS	

	
The	chart	below	sets	out	the	annual	General	Fund	revenue	impact	from	various	property	tax	exemptions,	
by	category.		These	are	estimates	based	on	data	from	the	Lane	County	Assessor’s	Office	for	the	current	
year,	FY17.	
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6	 4/26/2017	 Londahl	

Please	elaborate	on	your	approach	to	forecasting	the	
marijuana	tax	revenue.		Looking	at	2016	statewide	
sales	($240	MM)	and	then	applying	that	per	capita	for	
Eugene	would	yield	about	$420,000	in	tax	revenue	to	
Eugene.		If	you	base	it	on	a	"per	shop"	basis	the	
number	would	grow	to	$540,000.	

CS	

	
The	City	expects	to	begin	receiving	state	shared	marijuana	tax	revenue	in	August.	The	City	reviewed	
marijuana	tax	revenue	estimates	provided	by	the	League	of	Oregon	Cities	(LOC)	in	early	March.	The	LOC	
statewide	revenue	sharing	figures	are	estimates	for	all	Oregon	cities,	not	specific	estimates	for	Eugene.	
The	LOC	estimates	rely	on	assumptions	from	the	Department	of	Administrative	Services.	As	such,	they	
were	provided	to	Oregon	cities	with	a	degree	of	caution,	and	according	to	LOC,	“Due	to	the	uncertainties	
both	in	actual	revenues	and	the	distribution	formula,	cities	are	encouraged	to	budget	cautiously	and	
watch	for	updates.”	LOC	also	notes,	“Because	the	sale	and	taxation	of	recreational	marijuana	products	is	
so	new	and	the	start‐up	costs	have	been	difficult	to	project,	the	numbers	are	constantly	changing.”	For	
these	reasons,	Finance	staff	and	the	Executive	Team	have	agreed	to	budget	cautiously.	
	
The	revenue	sharing	formula	under	current	law	is	10%	for	cities,	with	the	distribution	being	based	on	the	
number	of	licenses	issued	by	the	Oregon	Liquor	and	Control	Commission	(OLCC)	in	the	previous	year	for	
premises	located	in	each	city,	after	administrative	and	enforcement	expenses	are	deducted.	The	share	will	
be	based	on	the	number	of	licenses	for	premises	located	in	Eugene	compared	to	the	total	issued	by	the	
OLCC	for	all	premises	in	the	state.	One‐half	of	the	10%	will	be	based	on	the	number	of	producer,	
processor	and	wholesale	licenses	issued,	and	one‐half	of	the	10%	will	be	based	on	the	number	of	retailer	
licenses.	The	City’s	share	of	these	license	programs	is	constantly	in	flux	as	new	establishments	are	being	
added	throughout	the	state	regularly.	LOC	notes,	“The	formula	is	difficult	to	apply	(OLCC	license	
applications	have	addresses	but	do	not	note	whether	a	license	is	for	premises	within	city	limits).”	
Additionally,	LOC	is	pushing	for	a	legislative	change	to	use	a	per	capita	distribution	formula	as	is	the	case	
with	other	state	shared	revenues.		
	
The	attached	update	(Attachment	A)	from	the	LOC	in	March	notes	that	the	state	shared	revenues	for	cities	
from	marijuana	taxes	are	estimated	at	$5,675,000.		If	this	were	distributed	on	the	basis	of	Eugene’s	share	
of	population	within	the	cities	in	Oregon	(which	it	will	not	be,	as	described	above),	Eugene’s	share	would	
be	about	$335,000.		However,	the	revenue	sharing	formula	is	NOT	a	per	capita	formula	but	is	rather	a	

Exemption	Type
Annual	General
Fund	Impact1

Percentage
of	Total

Federal,	State,	County,	and	Local	Government	Property $12,900,000 59%
School	Districts 2,800,000 13%
Charitable	Organizations 2,500,000 11%
Religious	Property 1,400,000 6%
Multi‐Unit	Property	Tax	Exemption	(MUPTE) 900,000 4%
Housing	Authority	Property 400,000 2%
Low‐Income	Rental	Housing	Property	Tax	Exemption	(LIRHPTE) 400,000 2%
Enterprise	Zone 300,000 1%
Veteran 200,000 1%
Other2 200,000 1%
Total $22,000,000 100%

Notes:

1.	Calculation	based	on	tax	year	2016‐17	exempted	assessed	value	and	tax	rate;	collection	rate	of	94.5%	is	assumed.

2.	Includes	miscellaneous	exemptions	such	as	cemeteries,	fraternal	organizations,	and	alternative	energy	systems.
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more	complicated	formula	based	on	licenses	for	retail	locations,	producers,	processors	and	wholesalers.		
As	noted	in	the	attachment,	the	Oregon	Department	of	Administrative	Services,	which	is	the	body	that	
produced	the	state‐wide	tax	estimates	cautions,	“these	numbers	are	their	best	estimates;	tax	revenues	
may	come	in	stronger	or	weaker	than	expected.		The	Legislature	may	take	actions	that	increase	or	
decrease	the	amount	that	cities	eventually	receive	by	changing	the	tax,	changing	the	statutory	distribution	
formula,	or	approving	more	(or	fewer)	expenditures	to	administer	the	tax.”		Based	on	cautionary	advice	
from	the	State	and	the	League	of	Oregon	cities	about	relying	on	the	state‐wide	revenue	estimates,	as	well	
as	the	uncertainty	around	exactly	how	the	revenues	will	be	distributed	to	cities,	staff	has	put	forward	a	
conservative	estimate	in	the	FY18	budget	of	$100,000	for	this	revenue		We	will,	of	course,	be	monitoring	
these	revenues	as	they	come	in,	and	will	adjust	future	revenue	estimates	based	on	more	solid	data,	as	well	
as	the	results	of	whatever	decisions	come	out	of	the	current	legislative	session.	
	

7	 4/26/2017	 Londahl	

I	appreciate	the	"City	Focus"	section,	and	wonder	if	in	
future	budgets	(or	this	one	even)	would	it	be	possible	
to	show	an	aggregate	estimate	of	city	spend	towards	
each	area	of	focus.	Similar	to	the	department	spending	
summary	shown	on	page	56.	

CS	

	
The	City	Focus	section	includes	information	about	several	different	types	of	plans,	policies	or	initiatives	
that	are	a	particular	focus	of	the	City	Council	and	organization	at	this	time.		Those	focus	areas	will	change	
as	conditions	and	priorities	change.		Some	of	the	focus	areas	line	up	with	our	Service	View	of	the	budget.		
For	instance,	we	have	a	service	called	“Affordable	Housing	and	Job	Creation”	and	you	can	see	a	
description	and	the	aggregate	spending	for	that	service	area	in	the	FY17	Adopted	Budget	on	pages	215	
and	224‐225.		We	also	have	a	service	called	“Social	Services”,	which	includes	payments	to	the	Human	
Services	Commission	as	well	as	other	social	service	spending.		A	description	for	aggregate	spending	on	
that	service	is	included	on	pages	200	and	208‐209	of	the	FY17	Adopted	Budget.	
	
Other	areas	of	focus	are	part	of	another	service	area.		Emergency	management,	for	instance,	is	part	of	Risk	
Services,	and	includes	projects	that	retrofit	various	parts	of	the	City’s	infrastructure	which	can	be	
included	in	a	number	of	different	service	areas.		Additionally,	staff	throughout	the	organization	spend	a	
portion	of	their	time	and	effort	on	emergency	planning	as	part	of	their	regular	job	duties.		This	means	that	
there	is	not	one	efficient	method	that	we	can	use	for	aggregating	all	of	that	information.			
	
Some	of	the	focus	areas	are	emerging	issues	that	are	getting	additional	attention	for	a	period	of	time	to	
work	on	achieving	specific	outcomes.		An	example	is	our	focus	on	safe	community	and	community	justice.		
This	is	an	inter‐departmental	and	inter‐agency	effort	to	coordinate	a	response	to	a	number	of	challenges	
that	the	system	is	facing	at	this	moment	in	time.		The	City	Focus	section	sets	out	the	FY18	Proposed	
Budget	investments	in	this	effort,	but	the	idea	of	a	safe	community	and	community	justice	are	much	
broader	and	could	potentially	include,	for	instance,	the	budget	for	the	entire	police	department,	the	
municipal	court,	the	City	Prosecutor,	and	others.		Work	on	Downtown	and	Urban	Parks	and	Homelessness	
areas	are	similar;	with	staff	in	multiple	departments	addressing	these	issues	every	day	in	various	ways.		
The	City	Focus	section	includes	some	specific	appropriations	in	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	that	relate	to	
these	efforts,	but	we	do	not	attempt	to	capture	all	of	the	City’s	efforts	when	we	track	budget	dollars.			
	
Finally,	some	of	the	focus	areas	are	woven	into	the	day‐to‐day	work	of	dozens	or	even	hundreds	of	City	
employees	throughout	the	organization	and	affect	how	we	view	our	jobs	and	the	values	that	underlie	our	
work.		Examples	are	the	Climate	Recovery	Ordinance	and	preparation	for	the	2021	World	Championships.		
We	don’t	have	a	service	called	Climate	Recovery	Ordinance	in	our	budget;	rather,	those	efforts	are	staffed	
in	the	City	Manager’s	Office	as	part	of	the	Community	Engagement	Services	(page	261	in	the	FY17	
Adopted	Budget).		Climate	recovery	ordinance	work,	however,	is	carried	out	every	day	by	many	staff	
throughout	the	organization	in	examples	both	large	and	small.		We	do	not	attempt	to	capture	all	of	those	
efforts	when	we	track	budget	dollars,	but	we	do	report	on	special	studies	or	specific	new	appropriations	
that	the	City	Council	approves	to	move	the	effort	forward.		Preparation	for	the	2021	World	
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Championships	is	on	the	minds	of	many	City	employees	as	they	go	about	their	work	each	day,	and	our	
approach	is	to	leverage	work	we	are	already	doing	and	projects	that	are	already	on	our	list	of	aspirations	
for	the	community	and	try	to	move	some	of	those	forward	with	this	deadline	in	mind.			
	
In	short,	it	is	possible	to	see	aggregated	spending	for	some	of	the	items	in	the	City	Focus	section	as	
described	above,	while	tracking	spending	on	other	efforts	is	not	practical	as	it	is	just	part	of	the	day‐to‐
day	work	that	City	staff	performs	as	part	of	their	normal	job	duties.	
	
	

8	 4/26/2017	 Londahl	

Beyond	employee	wellness	initiatives,	what	other	
areas	are	reviewed	by	the	city	to	continue	to	manage	
these	expenses?		For	instance,	adjustments	in	
coverage,	administration	service	costs,	etc.…	

CS	

	
The	City	employs	a	variety	of	techniques	to	mitigate	health	care	costs,	including	negotiating	changes	in	
coverage	and	employee	contributions	through	collective	bargaining	and	pursuing	administrative	cost	
reductions.		For	example,	regarding	administrative	costs,	when	the	City	went	out	to	bid	for	third	party	
administrative	services	for	the	medical	plans,	as	part	of	that	process	we	hired	an	actuary	to	evaluate	the	
cost/savings	of	the	proposers’	hospital,	provider	and	pharmacy	contracts;	we	regularly	evaluate	the	City’s	
self‐insured	retention	for	medical	claims,	which	is	currently	$250.00	per	claim,	in	order	to	optimize	the	
cost/benefit	of	our	stop	loss	insurance.	
	

9	 4/26/2017	 Londahl	

There	is $11.5	million	budgeted	in	Capital	Outlay.	It	is	
broken	out	by	department	in	the	proposed	budget,	but	
would	it	be	possible	to	see	how	that	amount	breaks	
down	by	expense	category	(Computer	Equipment,	
Software,	etc...)?	

CS	

	
Capital	outlay	is	a	departmental	expenditure	and	includes	items	that	generally	have	a	useful	life	of	one	or	
more	years	such	as	machinery,	land,	furniture,	equipment	or	buildings.	The	capital	outlay	categories	in	
the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	are	as	follows:	
 

FY18 CAPITAL OUTLAY (all funds) 

  

Category $ Millions * 

Motorized vehicles and modifications $9.0  

Wastewater major rehabilitation and equipment replacement $1.3  

Electronic, A/V, & Communication $0.5  

Other/Miscellaneous $0.4  

Software $0.2  

Land $0.1  

TOTAL $11.6  

	

10	 4/26/2017	 Londahl	 Can	you	please	share	how	the	city	calculates	the	
cost/benefit	of	overtime	vs.	additional	staff?	

EPD/Fire	

	
Eugene	Fire	Department		
When	comparing	costs	of	OT	to	straight	time	for	fire	suppression	personnel,	several	components	are	
considered.	Overtime	is	calculated	at	base	pay	times	1.5	plus	fringe.	There	are	no	additional	health	or	
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premium	pay	costs	added	to	overtime	hours	worked	nor	does	the	employee	accrue	additional	time	off.	
Overtime	is	hired	on	an	hour	for	hour	basis.	Though	there	are	minimum	hours	required	for	overtime	
assignments,	2	hours	for	non‐emergency	and	4	hours	for	emergency,	Fire	almost	always	hires	for	hours	
above	these	minimums	and	paying	for	minimums	not	actually	worked	is	rare.		
	
On	the	other	hand,	straight	time	requires	FTE	costs	including	health	insurance,	premium	pays,	accrued	
time	off,	training,	uniforms	and	equipment,	and	indirect	costs.	Full	time	employees	work	2,750	hours	in	a	
year.	When	hiring	an	additional	FTE	to	cover	for	minimum	staffing,	the	need	may	not	be	enough	to	work	
the	FTE	full‐time,	resulting	in	an	overhire	situation.	This	is	mostly	found	in	the	months	that	have	low	
vacation	and	training	usage	such	as	January	and	February.	
	
Eugene	Police	Department	
For	Police,	overtime	is	used	to	fill	gaps	in	required	services	to	meet	the	needs	of	our	community.	The	
Eugene	Police	Department	utilizes	overtime	to	maintain	minimum	staffing	on	patrol	teams	and	in	the	
Communications	Center.		Overtime	is	also	used	when	after	hour	responses	by	detectives	is	required,	or	an	
increase	in	uniformed	personnel	is	necessary	for	enhanced	patrols	(like	Party	Patrol	in	West	University	
Neighborhood)	critical	incidents	such	as	homicides,	protests,	SWAT	activations,	and	unexpected	events	
that	require	a	police	presence	or	response	in	excess	of	our	minimum	staffing.		Some	training	time	for	
officers	and	communication	specialists	to	become	proficient	in	special	skills,	or	to	maintain	certifications	
often	must	occur	on	overtime.		Due	to	the	fluctuations	in	the	need	for	overtime	and	the	unpredictable	
nature	of	the	timing	of	critical	incidents,	not	all	of	the	reasons	overtime	is	used	would	merit	additional	
staff	be	retained	on	a	regular	fulltime	basis.	
		
When	comparing	costs	of	overtime	to	straight	time	for	Police,	several	components	are	considered.	
Overtime	is	calculated	at	base	pay	times	1.5	plus	fringe.	There	is	no	additional	health	costs	added	to	
overtime	hours	worked	nor	does	the	employee	accrue	additional	time	off.		The	EPEA/COE	collective	
bargaining	agreement	requires	minimum	hours	for	overtime	assignments	in	some	instances.		Sworn	
employees	and	communication	specialists	are	compensated	for	a	minimum	of	3	or	4	hours	depending	on	
the	timing	of	the	overtime.	Overtime	by	support	personnel	is	on	an	hourly	basis,	as	needed,	and	is	rare.	
		
Straight	time	requires	Full	Time	Employee	(FTE)	costs	including	health	insurance,	premium	pays,	accrued	
time	off,	training,	uniforms	and	equipment,	and	indirect	costs.	Full	time	employees	work	2,080	hours	in	a	
year.	When	hiring	an	additional	FTE	to	cover	for	minimum	staffing,	the	need	may	not	be	enough	to	work	
the	FTE	full‐time,	resulting	in	an	overhire	situation.	
	

11	 4/26/2017	 Skov	
UNA	#94	‐	Growth	Monitoring,	why	is	this	not	
included	in	the	budget?	 PDD	

	
The	growth	monitoring	data	base	funding	of	$75,000	was	approved	and	budgeted	as	part	of	SB1	in	FY17,	
the	current	fiscal	year.	Any	unspent	funds	from	this	year	will	be	carried	over	to	next	year,	FY18.	The	SB1	
funds	for	growth	monitoring	were	to	help	support	technical	assistance	for	development	of	the	growth	
monitoring	database,	which	is	in	progress.		Ongoing	funding	for	operating	the	growth	monitoring	
program	has	not	been	identified	outside	of	current	General	Fund	levels	for	the	Metro	and	Community	
Planning	team	(long	range).	
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12	 4/26/2017	 Skov	

Would	like	staff	information	on	tradeoffs	related	to	
ambulance	additions	(ALS/BLS	
combination/tradeoff).	
	

Fire	

	
To	be	addressed	as	part	of	the	Ambulance	Capacity	presentation	at	the	May	3,	2017	BC	Meeting.	
	

13	 5/3/2017	 Londahl	
Is	there	a	savings	from	centralizing	activities	in	a	new	
City	Hall?	 CS	

	
See	attached	City	Hall	memo,	Attachment	B.	
	

14	 5/3/2017	 Fetherstonhaugh Provide	information	on	City	Hall	options.	 CS	

	
See	attached	City	Hall	memo,	Attachment	B.	
	
	
	

15	 5/3/2017	 Clark	 How	much	does	the	City	pay	annually	for	office	space	
rental	in	Eugene?	

CS	

	
See	attached	City	Hall	memo,	Attachment	B.	
	

16	 5/3/2017	 Zelenka	
Other	costs	are	incurred	when	the	City	utilizes	space	
owned	by	the	City	rather	than	renting,	what	are	the	
net	savings	from	moving	staff	to	City	Hall?	

CS	

	
See	attached	City	Hall	memo,	Attachment	B.	
	

17	 5/3/2017	 Fetherstonhaugh What	is	the	cost	for	ongoing	programs	related	to	
Downtown	&	Urban	Parks	Improvement?	

CS	

	
The	city	is	implementing	several	strategies	downtown	in	the	areas	of	Safety	and	Social	Services,	Physical	
Improvements	&	Amenities,	and	Programming	with	the	goal	of	making	downtown	and	urban	parks	feel	
safer	and	more	inviting	(see	pages	28	&	29	of	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	document).	$500K	in	funding	
was	provided	for	this	purpose	on	SB#1	this	fiscal	year	and	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	recommends	that	
continued	level	of	investment	on	a	one‐time	basis.	Staff	will	continue	to	evaluate	the	effectiveness	of	these	
strategies	in	the	coming	year	before	identifying	ongoing	needs.	
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18	 5/3/2017	 Londahl	
How	much	of	the	capital	outlay	funds	are	associated	
with	ambulances?	Is	the	capital	outlay	1X	or	ongoing?	 Fire	

	
Capital	outlay	represents	one‐time	department	expenditures	for	items	with	a	useful	life	of	one	or	more	
years	for	items	such	as	vehicles,	machinery	and	equipment.	The	motorized	vehicle	category	is	primarily	
the	fleet	fund	which	covers	fleet	replacement	and	acquisition	for	all	city	vehicles.	The	FY18	Proposed	
Budget	for	capital	outlay	expenditures	includes	$1.3	million	for	the	replacement	of	ambulances.		Due	to	
availability	this	spring,	the	ambulances	arrived	early	and	are	being	paid	for	out	of	the	FY17	fleet	
contingency.		This	will	allow	the	ambulances	to	be	ready	for	service	more	quickly.		The	amount	budgeted	
for	FY18	in	capital	outlay	of	$1.3	million	for	ambulances	will	remain	unexpended	and	be	moved	to	the	
fleet	contingency	account.			
	
Fleet	costs	are	paid	out	of	the	Ambulance	Transport	Fund	on	a	monthly	basis	for	both	maintenance	and	
for	replacement.	Replacement	of	ambulances	are	based	on	the	replacement	schedule.	New	ambulances	
are	deployed	as	frontline	ambulances,	current	frontline	ambulances	are	moved	to	reserve	status,	and	
reserve	ambulances	are	removed	from	inventory	and	sold.	The	department	has	a	total	of	10	ambulances:	
5	frontline	(3	24‐hr	ALS	units	and	2	12‐hr	BLS	units)	and	5	reserves,	2	of	which	are	being	used	as	
combination	units.	Purchases	of	medic	units	are	made	through	bid	process	and	multiple	medics	are	
purchased	using	the	same	bid.	In	FY17,	the	department	purchased	five	(5)	new	ambulances.		
	
	

19	 5/3/2017	 Skov	
What	is	cost	of	employee	turnover	for	ambulance	
staff?	
	

Fire	

	
The	department	spends	approximately	$38k	to	hire	a	firefighter	including	the	cost	of	the	hiring	process,	
initial	firefighter	academy,	field	training	on	the	ambulance,	uniforms,	and	personal	protective	equipment.	
In	addition	to	this	amount,	which	is	lost	once	an	employee	leaves	the	organization,	there	are	costs	that	are	
not	as	easy	to	quantify	including	number	of	overtime	shifts	covered	until	a	new	firefighter	is	hired,	which	
fluctuates	depending	overall	staffing;	costs	of	increased	hiring	processes	and	recruit	academies;	and	
indirect	costs	including	management	and	administrative.	Soft	costs	to	the	employees	include	increases	in	
mandatory	overtime	because	the	department	has	less	personnel	to	draw	from	for	overtime	and	
emergency	call	back	and	the	increased	number	of	medic	shifts	worked	per	firefighter	due	to	the	smaller	
pool	of	employees,	resulting	in	fatigue,	safety	concerns,	and	reduced	work	life	balance.			
	

20	 5/3/2017	 Jasper	
What	are	the	approximate	number	of	calls	served	by	
Metro	West?	
	

Fire	

	
The	department	bills	Metro	West	monthly	for	dispatch	services	for	calls	they	respond	to	in	the	
Eugene/Springfield	Metro	area.	Estimated	for	FY17,	MW	will	respond	to	2,833	calls	for	service	under	the	
contract	with	Cities	of	Eugene	and	Springfield.		
	
	

21	 5/3/2017	 Semple	
How	much	did	we	spend	on	contracted	services	in	
2017?	Proposed	for	2018?	How	many	contracts	and	
how	many	contractors	in	each	year?	

CS	
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The	City	executes	contracts	for	a	wide	variety	of	purchases	of	goods	and	trade	services;	public	
works	and	improvements	and	personal	services.	In	terms	of	services	contracted	for	by	the	City,	
examples	are:	trail	repair	and	maintenance;	carpet	installation;	employee	training;	HVAC	repair	
service;	playground	equipment	installation;	animal	services;	temporary	employees;	software	
implementation;	architects	and	engineers;	technical	consulting;	security	services;	and	
performers,	story	tellers,	and	artists.	The	City	also	enters	into	contracts	(through	Memorandum	
of	Agreements	or	Intergovernmental	Agreements)	with	non‐profit	providers	and	governments,	
such	as	MetroTV	for	broadcast	of	public	meetings,	the	car	camping	program	managed	by	Saint	
Vincent	DePaul,	collection	of	wastewater	and	stormwater	fees	by	EWEB	and	purchase	of	jail	beds	
from	Lane	County	and	the	City	of	Springfield.	
	
The	City	executes	numerous	contracts	a	year	with	the	value	of	each	ranging	from	hundreds	of	
dollars	to	millions	of	dollars.	We	do	not	gather	statistics	about	the	number	or	dollar	value	in	
aggregate	of	contracted	services	or	contractors	that	are	active	at	any	particular	time.			We	are	
currently	undergoing	a	renovation	of	our	business	processes	and	upgrading	our	financial	
software,	and	should	be	able	to	provide	better	contract	statistics	in	the	future.		
	
Examples	of	current	contracts	include:	
	

	
	
	

22	 5/3/2017	 Skov	
Provide	updated	information	on	neighborhood	
newsletter	spending.	
	

CS	

	
Response	provided	in	Attachment	C	to	this	memo.	
	
	
	
	

23	 5/4/2017	 Semple	 What	MUPTE	projects	have	ended	and	what	property	
tax	do	they	now	pay?	

CS	

	
The	last	analysis	on	Multi‐Unit	Property	Tax	Exemption	(MUPTE)	projects	was	prepared	for	the	City	by	
the	Lane	County	Assessor	in	2013	(see	Attachment	D)	for	a	City	Council	discussion	of	the	MUPTE	

2,368,000		 Brown	Contracting Jefferson	Street	Paving	(W	8th	to	W	18th)
1,106,000		 Social	Bicycles Develop	a	bike	share	system	in	Eugene
1,200,000		 Lane	County	IGA Technology	Services	(network	support	etc.)
875,000						 White	Bird	Clinic CAHOOTS,	CORT,	15th	night
810,000						 Lane	County	Health	&	Human	Services Human	Services	Commission	funding
280,000						 Republic	Parking Parking	Management	Services

250,000						
	Lane	Regional	Interoperability	Group	
(LRIG)	&	Southwest	7	Consortium	 Radio	coverage

145,000						 Advanced	Security Downtown	library	security	services
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program	on	April	22,	2013.	The	attachment	has	a	history	of	MUPTE	projects,	shows	the	status	of	
projects	no	longer	exempt,	those	exempt	at	that	time,	and	projects	not	yet	receiving	an	exemption.	At	the	
time	this	was	prepared	in	2013,	the	difference	between	the	taxes	paid	and	the	taxes	prior	to	exemption	
for	those	projects	no	longer	exempt	was	$489K.		
	

24	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

p.	96	In	the	Department	View,	Division	Financial	
Summary,	for	Police:	Total	expenditures	in	the	Office	
of	the	Chief	are	up	more	than	50%	over	FY15	(an	
increase	of	more	than	$1	million),	with	substantial	
increases	both	in	Materials	and	Services	and	in	
Personnel	Services	(despite	no	change	in	FTE).	What	
is	driving	these	increases?	

EPD	

	
In	FY16	and	FY17,	EPD	restructured	operations	and	accompanying	budgets,	moving	the	training	work	
units	from	Operations	Support	to	Office	of	the	Chief.		This	transition	of	work	units	and	their	budgets	was	
due	to	a	change	in	management	personnel	as	well	as	to	streamline	operations	and	obtain	efficiencies.	
	
	
	
	

25	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

P.101	In	the	Department	View,	Department	Financial	
Summary,	for	Public	Works:	FTEs	are	up	1%	between	
FY15	and	FY18,	but	Personnel	Services	costs	are	up	
20%	(nearly	$9	million).	What	changes	in	
compensation	patterns	or	the	composition	of	
personnel	are	driving	these	increases?	Also,	what	is	
driving	the	(extremely	volatile)	fluctuations	of	the	
Materials	and	Services	category	from	one	fiscal	year	
to	the	next?	

PW	

	
The	FY18	Proposed	Budget	includes	budgeted	position	costs,	FY15	reflects	actual	costs	for	positions	
(does	not	include	vacancies).		Additionally,	personnel	service	costs	increased	due	to	COLAs	and	merit	
increases	by	11%,	health	insurance	increased	by	23%,	and	PERS/OPSRP	increased	40%	over	this	same	
period.	
	
The	FY17	Adopted	Budget	included	$6.3M	in	reserve	for	encumbrance	for	funds	under	contract	but	not	
expended	in	FY17,	and	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	does	not	include	encumbrances.		Excluding	this	line	
item,	the	overall	material	and	supply	category	has	increased	at	a	rate	of	about	6.8%	annually.	
	
	
	
	

26	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

p.	118	In	the	Special	Revenue Fund	section,	for	the	
Community	Development	Fund	(170):	Why	are	total	
revenues	from	Intergovernmental	sources	up	
significantly	(more	than	$3	million)?	And	are	those	
funds	designated	for	specific	purposes?	Also,	what	
has	driven	the	considerable	fluctuation	in	total	
expenditures	in	the	very	large	Special	Payments	
category?	Also,	should	we	be	concerned	about	the	
Ending	Working	Balance	(in	the	FY18	Proposed	
Budget),	which	is	nearly	$2.5	million	below	what	it	
was	in	FY15	actual.	

PDD	
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The	column	for	intergovernmental	revenues	fluctuates	because	these	are	represent	grant	revenues.	
Budgeted	amounts	will	always	be	larger	than	actuals	as	the	uncertainty	of	when	large	grant‐funded	
projects	will	begin	to	expend	and	reimbursement	requests	will	be	received.		We	budget	high	to	make	sure	
that	appropriation	levels	can	accommodate	projects	that	may	possibly	be	expended	during	the	year.		If	
additional	grant	awards	are	known,	increased	revenue	recognition	and	appropriation	authority	will	be	
requested	on	supplemental	budget	#1,	as	was	done	this	past	December.		You	can	see	in	the	FY17	
projections	column,	however,	that	projected	actual	results	are	much	closer	to	the	FY15	and	FY16	actuals.			
	
Reporting	Fund	170	contains	the	Community	Development	Block	Grant	(CDBG)	and	HOME	Investment	
Partnership	Program	(HOME)	grant	funds.		These	funds	are	restricted	by	grant	rules	and	regulations	of	
the	Federal	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development	(HUD).		CDBG	&	HOME	grants	are	allocated	
pursuant	to	the	Five	Year	Consolidated	Plan	(most	current	2015)	and	the	individual	Annual	Action	Plans	
which	are	HUD	and	City	Council	approved.		These	funds	are	spent	on	grant	eligible	activities	identified	in	
these	plans.				
	
The	Special	Payments	category	contains	large	affordable	housing	construction	and	rehabilitation	projects	
and	loans,	and	those	types	of	projects	will	fluctuate	significantly	from	year	to	year.			
	
With	regard	to	Ending	Working	Capital,	most	of	these	funds	are	used	for	specific	projects	or	loans.		The	
goal	in	those	funds	would	not	be	to	build	up	a	large	ending	working	capital,	but	rather	to	complete	the	
HUD	authorized	and	City	Council‐directed	projects	so	the	decline	in	ending	working	capital	should	not	be	
a	concern.	
	

27	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

p.	120	In	the	Special	Revenue	Fund	section,	for	the	
Library	Local	Option	Levy	Fund	(111):	Ending	
working	capital	in	the	FY18	Proposed	Budget	is	
$376,372,	which	is	more	than	10%	of	the	levy's	total	
revenue.	Why	is	that	so	much	more	than	last	year?	

LRCS	

	
The	Library	Local	Option	Levy	is	set	at	$2.7	million	per	year	for	five	years,	in	accordance	with	state	law	
restrictions	around	how	levies	are	structured.		Over	the	course	of	the	five	years,	the	services	provided	by	
the	levy	will	increase	in	cost	due	to	overall	inflation,	higher	PERS	rates,	and	other	routine	cost	increases.		
In	order	to	match	the	funding,	which	is	a	level	amount	each	year,	with	the	costs,	which	increase	each	year,	
the	levy	collects	more	than	needed	to	provide	services	in	the	first	two	years,	and	spends	down	those	
dollars	when	the	levy	collects	less	than	needed	to	pay	for	the	services	in	the	last	two	years.		This	allows	
the	levy	to	provide	a	constant	level	of	service	over	the	five‐year	period.	
	
	
	
	
	

28	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

p.	126	In	the	Special	Revenue	Fund	section,	in	the	
Telecom	Registration/Licensing	Fund	135:	The	
ending	working	balance	projected	for	FY18	is	nearly	
$4	million	below	what	it	was	in	FY15,	more	than	a	
$1.2	million	less	than	in	FY17	Adopted,	and	about	
half	a	million	dollars	below	FY17	projections,	why?	

CS	

 
The	decline	in	the	ending	working	capital	in	the	Telecommunications	Registration/Licensing	Fund	from	
the	FY15	actuals	to	the	FY18	proposed	budget	column	is	due	to	a	combination	of	several	factors:	
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 In	FY16,	the	Telecom	Fund	contributed	$1	million	via	an	interfund	transfer	to	the	Corporate	
Renovation	Project,	which	is	budgeted	in	the	Information	Systems	and	Services	Fund.		

 The	FY17	Supplemental	Budget	#1	included	a	one‐time	$1	million	appropriation	in	the	Telecom	
Fund	for	the	downtown	high‐speed	fiber	project.	

 The	FY17	expenditure	projections	are	based	on	the	assumption	that	telecommunications	projects	
and	equipment	replacement	funds	that	were	appropriated	but	not	expended	prior	to	the	end	of	
FY16	will	be	expended	in	FY17.	Examples	of	the	telecom	projects	awarded	in	prior	years	but	not	yet	
fully	implemented	by	the	end	of	FY16	include	fiber	network	upgrades	at	EPD	and	the	new	public	
announcement	system	at	the	downtown	library.	Examples	of	equipment	replacement	awards	not	
fully	expended	by	the	end	of	FY16	include	organization‐wide	server	replacement	and	Hult	Center	
assisted	listening	system.		

 Finally,	the	decrease	in	the	ending	working	capital	in	the	FY18	proposed	budget	is	due	to	a	
projected	decline	in	revenues	and	the	addition	of	$500k	for	equipment	replacement	in	FY18	(see	
page	20	of	the	Proposed	Budget	Document).		

	
		
	

29	 5/7/2017	 Skov	

p.	137	In	the	Enterprise	Funds	section,	in	the	
Wastewater	Utility	Fund	(530);	Revenue	is	up	nearly	
20%,	over	$9	million,	from	FY15	to	FY18	proposed.	
What	is	driving	this	increase	that	is	so	much	faster	
than	population?	Also,	in	the	expenditure	section,	
what	are	"special	payments"	and	why	are	they	also	
up	nearly	20%	(more	than	$4.5	million)?	

PW	

	
The	increase	from	FY15	actual	revenues	to	FY18	proposed	revenues,	includes	revenues	from	local	and	
regional	wastewater	charges,	and	pass‐through	revenues	to	Metropolitan	Wastewater	Management	
Commission	(MWMC).		For	FY18,	local	wastewater	rates	are	proposed	to	increase	by	4%	and	FY18	
regional	wastewater	rates	are	proposed	to	increase	by	3%.		Another	consideration	is	that	FY15	actuals	do	
not	include	the	“contingency”	that	is	budgeted	for	pass‐through	accounts.	This	is	budgeted	so	that	in	the	
event	that	revenues	come	in	higher	than	expected,	there	will	be	sufficient	pass‐through	expenditure	
appropriation	available.	As	the	expenditure	pass‐throughs	are	budgeted,	a	contingency	of	about	10%	is	
added	to	both	the	revenue	and	expenditure	side	of	the	pass‐through.	This	accounts	for	about	half	of	the	
20%	increase	noted	in	the	question.		
	
Special	payments	represent	the	appropriation	to	pay	other	agencies	(MWMC)	or	the	expenditure	side	of	
the	pass‐throughs	and	are	budgeted	to	match	revenues.	The	increase	of	20%	are	due	to	the	explanation	
explained	above	for	the	revenue	side	of	the	pass‐through	accounts.	
	
	

30	 5/8/2017	 Skov	 Provide	the	budget	and	actual	expenditures	for	FY15‐
FY17	for	the	Sister	Cities	program.	 CS	

	
Once	the	Council	adopted	the	FY17	Budget	that	included	an	increase	in	funding	for	the	Sister	City	
program,	City	Manager’s	Office	staff	began	facilitating	program	updates.	Former	Mayor	Kitty	Piercy,	CMO	
staff,	and	leaders	from	each	of	the	four	Sister	City	organizations	worked	together	to	develop	an	
understanding	of	how	additional	funding	may	be	used.	This	resulted	in	an	agreement	that	the	CMO	would	
retain	$12,000	of	the	$52,000	annually	in	order	to	support	the	program.	These	funds	are	used	to	pay	for	
the	City’s	membership	to	Sister	City	International,	support	special	events	for	the	program,	and	provide	a	
more	robust	role	for	the	City	of	Eugene	when	hosting	delegations.	Each	of	the	four	Sister	Cities	will	
receive	$10,000	per	year	to	enhance	their	programs	and	membership	with	new	requirements	for	
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reporting.	A	reduction	to	the	program	would	reduce	the	City’s	ability	to	host	delegations,	require	that	
each	of	the	Sister	Cities	reduce	their	outreach,	events,	and	delegations	from	Eugene.	
	

	
	
FY15:		Actual	expenditures	are	higher	than	FY15	budget	due	to	the	pre‐payment	of	FY16	Sister	City	
program	costs	with	FY15	appropriations.	
FY16:		actual	expenditures	are	below	FY16	budget	due	to	the	pre‐payment	noted	in	FY15.	
FY17:		Sister	Cities	program	budget	was	increased	to	$52,000	per	year	per	the	Budget	Committee.		
	

31	 5/11/2017	 Londahl	

Thank	you	for	detailing	out	what	you	consider	as	part	
of	the	cost	benefit	of	OT	for	Fire	and	other	
departments.		Based	on	the	relative	costs,	is	there	an	
opportunity	to	hire	a	certain	amount	of	additional	
Fire/EMS	personnel	to	drop	the	strain	of	excessive	
OT,	while	holding	costs	flat?		Or	does	the	math	not	
work	out?		If	it	doesn't	work	out,	what	is	the	
budgetary	consequence	of	adding	a	new	full	time	
employee	in	this	area,	if	the	hours	for	the	new	
employees	are	completely	offset	by	a	reduction	in	
Overtime	for	another	employee?	
	

Fire	

	
Current	practice	is	to	cover	vacant	shift	assignments	with	relief	personnel	and,	when	needed,	use	of	
overtime.	Each	shift	has	14	relief	personnel.	However,	this	past	year,	we	have	had	an	above	average	
number	of	retirements	and	firefighters	leaving	for	employment	at	other	fire	departments,	resulting	in	a	
staffing	deficit.	Due	to	the	length	of	the	hiring	process	and	the	14	week	fire	training	academy	required	for	
all	new	firefighters,	hiring	additional	firefighters	and	having	them	available	for	shift	work	can	take	up	to	
15	months	once	a	firefighter	give	the	department	two	weeks’	notice.	Further	complicating	matters,	the	
department	is	not	able	to	fill	all	vacant	positions	due	to	the	hiring	market	conditions.		
	
Based	on	the	most	recent	staffing	study,	if	all	FTE	are	filled,	the	department	has	the	correct	number	of	
relief	personnel.	The	staffing	study	takes	into	consideration	the	available	working	hours	of	each	FTE	as	
well	as	the	number	of	shifts	of	overtime	hired	each	day.	The	balancing	component	is	to	ensure	there	is	not	
extra	staffing	during	the	months	when	time	off	usage	is	low,	which	if	covering	with	overtime	is	easily	
managed	compared	to	having	additional	full	time	employees.	It	is	important	to	note	the	staffing	study	is	
based	on	the	current	deployment	model.	If	the	department	were	to	hire	additional	firefighters	for	relief,	
then	yes,	the	overtime	expenditures	could	be	used	to	offset	partial	costs	of	a	new	FTE.	However,	an	
additional	amount	of	approximately	$6,500	on‐going	would	be	needed	per	FTE.	 
	

Sister Cities Program Expenditures

FY15 

Budget

FY15 

Actual

FY16 

Budget

FY16 

Actual

FY17 

Budget

Actual 

Expenditures  

July 2016 to  

April 2017

Projected 

Expenditures 

for May ‐ June 

2017

FY17 Total 

Projected 

Expenditures

$12,000 $22,064 $12,000 $1,234 $52,000 $21,683 $20,000 $41,683

FY2015 FY2016 FY2017
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2017 State Shared Revenues

Liquor  
Revenues 

(Cities, 20% Share)
Cigarette Tax  

Revenues 
9-1-1 Tax  
Revenues 

Highway Fund  
Revenues  
(Gas Tax)

2015-16 Estimates  
(2016 SSR Report)

$14.46 $1.28 Not Available1 $57.15

2015-16 Actuals $14.16 $1.30 $5.14 $58.35

2016-17 Estimates $16.08 $1.26 $5.47 $58.47

2017-18 Estimates $17.15 $1.20 $5.66 $57.61

2018-19 Estimates $17.65 $1.15 $5.84 $57.38

Per Capita State Shared Revenues for Cities
Per capita distributions for revenue sources are calculated based on certified population statistics from Portland State  
University’s Center for Population Research.  Population estimates compiled each July are typically certified on January 1 of 
the following year, and thereafter begin to govern the distributions.  See page 2 for certified population estimates. 

Liquor Revenues  
(Cities, 14% Share)

Marijuana Tax  
Revenues2  

2015-16 Estimates  
(2016 SSR Report) $28,452,000 $0

2015-16 Actuals $27,814,601 $1,430,0003

2016-17 Estimates $31,940,000 $5,640,000

2017-18 Estimates $34,475,000 $5,675,000

2018-19 Estimates $35,882,000 $5,825,000
2  Projections are based on the revenue projections utilized by DAS in preparing the December 2016 governor’s recommended budget.  The estimated administra-
tive costs have been deducted.
3  Number is an estimate of the tax distributions based on the actual 2015-16 sales receipts and estimated administrative cost deductions.  The distribution is 
projected to occur in 2017 and has not actually been distributed.  

1  Last year’s League report did not provide an estimate for 2015-16 revenues as there had been significant legislative changes to the 9-1-1 tax (imposing the tax 
on prepaid wireless products), and the Office of Emergency Management (OEM) did not provide estimates.  The OEM provides quarterly actual distribution 
statements to the League but again has not provided projections for future fiscal years.  Thus, the League is now using the statements to provide the above 9-1-1 
tax actuals and make its own projected estimates to assist cities.  We encourage cities to continue to budget conservatively. 

Formula-Based State Shared Revenues for Cities
State marijuana taxes and a portion of liquor revenues have distributions based on formulas rather than city population.   The 
estimates for the total share for all cities is provided in the following table to allow cities to see trends and assist cities in their 
individual computations.

CEFNTJM
Text Box
Attachment A
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MARIJUANA TAX REVENUES

2016-2017 Disbursement Based on License Formula

2017-2018 Disbursement Based on License Formula?
2016 Total State  
Actual Receipts1

February $2,484,170

March $4,358,754

April $3,735,111

May $4,339,440

June $5,735,508

July $5,533,949

August $7,345,281

September $6,679,585

October $7,831,157

November $6,463,877

December $5,647,600

Total State Marijuana Tax Receipts

Revenue Projections:  Last year, the state was projecting 
state marijuana tax revenues would rise steadily over time, but 
the start-up costs of state regulation, testing, accounting and 
enforcement would largely offset the tax revenues for the first 
year.  Actual tax revenues have been higher than projected, as 
gross sales have been holding at more than $5.5 million each 
month since June.  Still, the monthly tax revenues have been 
up and down.  Costs for marijuana regulation and administra-
tion have also been less than projected.  Because the sale and 
taxation of recreational marijuana products is so new and the 
start-up costs have been difficult to project, the numbers are 
constantly changing.  Actual receipts are significantly higher 
than the Legislature’s 2015 and 2016 projections.  

At the time of this report, the most current numbers available 
to the League were provided by the Oregon Department of 
Administrative Services (DAS).  The following DAS projections 
were used to formulate the governor’s recommended budget 
that was released in December 2016, and provided the num-
bers used in the League’s table estimates:  

•	DAS re-estimated the 2015-17 biennium at $83.3 million in 
total state marijuana taxes with $20.6 million in FY 2015-16 
and $62.7 million in FY 2016-17.  DAS projections assume 
$12.6 million in administrative costs for the 2015-17 bienni-
um, leaving $70.6 million available for distribution.  The 10 
percent share to cities is thus estimated at $7.1 million.  This 

amount should be distributed in 2017-19 in addition to the 
amounts collected in 2017-19 and distributed in 2017-19.

•	For FY 2017-18, DAS is projecting $57.8 million in total tax 
revenues, and for FY 2018-19, $59.3 million.  DAS projections 
assume $2.1 million in administrative costs for the 2017-19 
biennium.  Thus, the 10 percent share to cities is estimated at 
$11.5 million.

DAS cautions that these numbers are their best estimates; tax 
revenues may come in stronger or weaker than expected.  The 
Legislature may take actions that increase or decrease  the 
amount that cities eventually receive by changing the tax, 
changing the statutory distribution formula, or approving more 
(or fewer) expenditures to administer the tax.  

Distribution of State Marijuana Tax Revenues

40%
Common 

School Fund

20%
Health

15%
State Police

10%
Counties

OR Health  
Authority

10%
Cities

5%

1  These are not the city distribution 
amounts but the total state receipts.  See 
total estimated city distributions on page 3.
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MARIJUANA STATE SHARED REVENUE AT A GLANCE
Revenue Sources State retail sales tax on all recreational marijuana products

Tax Rates

Early Sales Tax Rate:  25% for state retail tax on recreational marijuana sold (January 4 -  
September 30, 2016)

Note:  Sales on recreational marijuana edibles and concentrates began on June 2, 2016

Regular Sales Tax Rate:  17% for state retail tax on recreational marijuana (starting October 1, 2016)

Agency Administration  
of Revenues DOR Collection; plan is for DAS to make payments to cities

Distribution Calculation

Cities are to receive 10% of the state tax revenues:

•	Pre-July 1, 2017: distribution will be per capita after administrative and enforcement expenses are 
deducted  (no longer planned). 

•	Post-July 1, 2017: distribution will be based on the number of licenses issued by the OLCC in the 
previous year for premises located in each city, after administrative and enforcement expenses are 
deducted.  The share will be based on the number of licenses for premises located in the city com-
pared to the total issued by the OLCC for all premises in the state.  

o	One-half of the 10% will be based on the number of producer, processor and wholesale licenses 
issued.

o	One-half of the 10% will be based on the number of retailer licenses issued.  

Payment Schedule Quarterly

Requirements

To receive a state revenue share, the OLCC must have issued one or more licenses in the previous year 
for premises located in a city.  In addition, a city may not adopt an ordinance that prohibits the estab-
lishment of a premises for which a license is required under state law for a recreational marijuana pro-
ducer, processor, wholesaler, or retailer.  A city may also not adopt an ordinance prohibiting a medical 
marijuana grow site nor a medical marijuana facility.  

Use of Revenue  
Restrictions The statutory reason provided for distribution to cities is to assist local law enforcement in their duties.

Local Tax Preemption Partially.  Local governments may not impose more than a 3% tax on the production, processing or sale 
of recreational marijuana by a retail licensee. (ORS 475B.345)

Key Statutes ORS 475B.700-.710, .760; Or Laws Ch. 1, sec. 44

Payment Timing:  To date, the state has not distributed the city 
share of marijuana tax revenues.  Because the Legislature pro-
vided that state agencies (the Oregon Liquor Control  
Commission and the Oregon Health Authority) can borrow from 
the state’s Liquor Revenue Fund until June 30, 2017 for marijua-
na-related expenses, the Oregon Department of Revenue as-
serts that it cannot make distributions until after that date.  The 
accounting of the liquor and marijuana funds will be completed 
thereafter in July 2017, and the plan is to distribute revenues 
to cities beginning in early August.  The first payment will be 
large, as it will include revenues from receipts from January 2016 
(when taxes began) through the first quarter of 2017.  Thereaf-
ter, payments will be quarterly, and likely smaller.   

Distribution Formula:  The state no longer plans to utilize the 
temporary per capita distribution method for cities.  That for-
mula was  only for distributions prior to July 1, 2017.  Since the 

distributions are not planned to begin until August, the state 
plans to use the complicated statutory distribution formula that 
is based on marijuana licenses issued by the Oregon Liquor 
Control Commission (OLCC) in the preceding calendar year.  That 
formula does not take into account volume, or even whether a 
location ever operated or is operating at the time of the tax rev-
enue distribution.  The formula is difficult to apply (OLCC license 
applications have addresses but do not note whether a license 
is for premises within city limits), and seems both inequitable 
and arbitrary in many respects.  Thus, the League is pursuing 
legislation that would use a per capita distribution formula or a 
modified per capita formula for the state-shared revenue distri-
bution.  The League’s goal is to push for legislation that takes ef-
fect before August 2017.  Due to the uncertainties both in actual 
revenues and the distribution formula, cities are encouraged to 
budget cautiously and watch for updates.



	

	

Memorandum 
 

Date:  May 19, 2017 

To:  Budget Committee Members 

From:  Twylla Miller, Budget & Analysis Manger (AIC), (541) 682‐8417 

Subject:  Information on City Hall 
 
 
At your May 3rd meeting, several Committee members had questions around City Hall, the resources 
provided in this memo and attachments provide information on those topics.  
 
A link to City Hall resources on our website is here: https://www.eugene‐or.gov/2908/New‐City‐Hall 
where you will find information around the City Hall process including links to the December 12th and 
14th City Council meetings on this topic and a link to the final report on Coordinated Downtown 
Development: https://www.downtownplanning.org/ 
 
Attached to this memo is a spreadsheet prepared for the City Council discussion last December on 
lease and facility costs for city divisions (Attachment A). Also included as Attachment B is the history 
of City Council action related to City Hall. Please let me know if you have further questions. 
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Estimated	10‐Year	Lease/Facilities	Costs	for	Divisions	Included	in	City	Hall	Phases	1	and	2

Lease FY17 Square
Phase Division Location Expiration $/SF1 Footage1 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 Total

1
Central	Services
City	Manager's	Office2

Lane	County	PSB
125	E	8th	Ave
2nd	Floor

August	2017 0.68					 10,000							 81,955																 84,414																 86,946																 89,554																 92,241																 95,008																 97,858																 100,794														 103,818														 106,933														 939,521$										

1
Central	Services
Human	Rights	&
Neighborhood	Involvement3

Atrium	Building
99	W	10th	Ave
Suite	116

N/A 1.50					 1,500									 27,050																 27,726																 28,419																 29,129																 29,857																 30,603																 31,368																 32,152																 32,956																 33,780																 303,040$										

Phase	1	Subtotal 109,005$										 112,140$										 115,365$										 118,683$										 122,098$										 125,611$										 129,226$										 132,946$										 136,774$										 140,713$										 1,242,561$						

2
Central	Services
Administration	+	Finance4

Downtown	Library
100	W	10th	Ave
Suite	400

N/A 0.57					 8,000									 54,405																 55,765																 57,159																 58,588																 60,053																 61,554																 63,093																 64,670																 66,287																 67,944																 609,518$										

2
Central	Services
Information	Services4

Downtown	Library
100	W	10th	Ave
Suite	450

N/A 0.66					 12,000							 95,146																 97,525																 99,963																 102,462														 105,024														 107,650														 110,341														 113,100														 115,928														 118,826														 1,065,965$						

2
Central	Services
City	Prosecutor's	Office3

Atrium	Building
99	W	10th	Ave
Suite	310

N/A 0.95					 1,800									 20,420																 20,931																 21,454																 21,990																 22,540																 23,104																 23,682																 24,274																 24,881																 25,503																 228,779$										

2 Planning	and	Development3
Atrium	Building
99	W	10th	Ave

N/A 0.94					 33,000							 370,477														 379,739														 389,232														 398,963														 408,937														 419,160														 429,639														 440,380														 451,390														 462,675														 4,150,592$						

2
Central	Services
Human	Resources5

Woolworth	Building
940	Willamette	St
Suite	200

March	2022 1.98					 6,393									 152,255														 155,144														 155,154														 155,165														 155,174														 156,142														 160,046														 164,047														 168,148														 172,352														 1,593,627$						

2
Central	Services
Risk6

Woolworth	Building
940	Willamette	St
Suite	200

March	2022 1.98					 4,087									 97,349																 99,196																 99,203																 99,209																 99,215																 99,834																 102,330														 104,888														 107,510														 110,198														 1,018,932$						

2
Central	Services
Municipal	Court7

Roberts	Building
1102	Lincoln	St

December	2021 2.34					 18,000							 504,594														 511,281														 518,159														 525,229														 532,498														 389,884														 248,599														 254,814														 261,184														 267,714														 4,013,956$						

2
Public	Works
Administration8

Parkview	Place
101	E	Broadway
Suite	400

February	2019 1.50					 4,400									 79,426																 81,412																 83,447																 85,533																 87,671																 89,863																 92,110																 94,413																 96,773																 99,192																 889,840$										

2
Public	Works
Engineering9

Wells	Fargo	Building
99	E	Broadway
Suite	400

December	2018 1.07					 22,348							 287,949														 293,318														 299,624														 307,115														 314,793														 322,663														 330,730														 338,998														 347,473														 356,160														 3,198,823$						

Phase	2	Subtotal 1,662,021$						 1,694,311$						 1,723,395$						 1,754,254$						 1,785,905$						 1,669,854$						 1,560,570$						 1,599,584$						 1,639,574$						 1,680,564$						 16,770,032$			

GRAND	TOTAL 1,771,026$						 1,806,451$						 1,838,760$						 1,872,937$						 1,908,003$						 1,795,465$						 1,689,796$						 1,732,530$						 1,776,348$						 1,821,277$						 18,012,593$			

Notes:
1.	Cost	per	square	foot	based	on	average	monthly	lease/facilities	cost	in	FY17.	Variation	due	to	mix	of	net	and	gross	square	footage	and	other	individual	building	circumstances;	see	notes	below	for	additional	information.
2.	FY17	lease	amount	based	on	contracted	rate.	FY18	and	beyond	inflated	at	3.0%	per	year	for	consistency	with	prior	lease	terms.	Lease	includes	space	for	City	Attorney's	Office	which	is	not	included	in	Phase	1.	Square	footage	does	not	include	Harris	Hall.
3.	Located	in	City‐owned	building,	with	lease	payment.	FY17	amount	is	Adopted	Budget	lease	rate	which	is	all‐inclusive.	FY18	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
4.	Located	in	City‐owned	building,	no	lease	payment.	FY17	amount	is	Adopted	Budget	ISF	Facilities	rate	which	includes	major	maintenance	(61514),	operations	(61515),	and	utilities	(61519).	FY18	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
5.	FY17‐22	lease	amounts	based	on	contracted	rate	of	$1.95/SF	through	3/31/17	and	then	estimated	market	value	of	$2.00/SF	through	3/31/22,	plus	annual	operating	cost	adjustment	of	approximately	$7,900,	minus	annual	property	tax	credit	of
				approximately	$6,200.	Monthly	lease	rate	excludes	property	tax	exemption.	FY23	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
6.	FY17‐22	lease	amounts	based	on	contracted	rate	of	$1.95/SF	through	3/31/17	and	then	estimated	market	value	of	$2.00/SF	through	3/31/22,	plus	annual	operating	cost	adjustment	of	approximately	$5,100,	minus	annual	property	tax	credit	of
				approximately	$4,000.	Monthly	lease	rate	excludes	property	tax	exemption.	FY23	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
7.	FY17‐22	lease	amounts	based	on	contracted	CY16‐21	monthly	rents	of	$35,602,	$35,997,	$36,404,	$36,823,	$37,254,	and	$37,698,	plus	annual	utilities	cost	of	approximately	$75,000	(61400)	given	that	utilities	are	metered	separately.	Monthly
				lease	rate	includes	property	tax	exemption.	Contracted	CY16‐21	monthly	rents	include	base	rent	plus	tenant	improvement	costs;	only	base	rent	is	included	starting	CY22	at	estimated	rate	of	$0.73/SF.	FY23	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
8.	FY17	lease	amount	based	on	CY16	monthly	rent	of	$6,467	plus	additional	HVAC	amount	of	$70.	Monthly	lease	rate	includes	property	tax	exemption	and	allows	for	annual	CPI	adjustment.	FY18	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.
9.	FY17‐19	lease	amounts	based	on	contracted	CY16‐18	monthly	rents	of	$26,976,	$27,516,	and	$28,066	minus	annual	property	tax	credit	of	approximately	$39,000.	Monthly	lease	rate	excludes	property	tax	exemption.	FY20	and	beyond	inflated	at	2.5%	per	year.

Legend
City‐owned	building,	no	lease	payment	(Downtown	Library)
City‐owned	building,	with	lease	payment	(Atrium	Building)
Lease	with	third	party

Annual	Lease/Facilities	Cost

Last	Update:	12‐13‐16
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Summary of Council Action History Related to City Hall:  2001 – Present 
Updated ‐ May 2017 
 
This summary represents most, though perhaps not all, significant Council actions and discussions regarding City Hall beginning in 2001. It also includes some 
selected significant public involvement opportunities and Council committees. Other Council discussion preceding 2001 is not included. 
 
In Current City Hall Process section, Council actions and directions are highlighted in bold. 

 

  Downtown Office 
Space Plan 

  Civic Facilities 
Visioning 

  City Hall Master 
Plan  

  Police Building 
Planning 

  City Hall Subcomm, 
CHAC & Transition  

  Phase 1 City Hall 
Process 

 
 

Date  Who  Topic  Action/summary 

April 11, 2001  Council  Development of long‐range plan for replacing 
downtown office space, including potential short‐term 
and long‐term actions 

Directed staff to research ways to procure City buildings and 
report back to council before the planning begins for next 
new City building. 

April 25, 2001  Council   Several potential short‐term actions to create a safer, 
more efficient environment for staff located in City Hall 

Directed City Manager to: (i) develop needs, requirements 
for relocating some police functions; (ii) develop a long‐term 
plan for future of property in Roosevelt Yards including 
possible redevelopment; (iii) dedicate proceeds from sale of 
four surplus properties to the Facility Replacement Reserve; 
and (iv) recommend appropriate downtown site for Fire 
Station #1, report back prior to purchase. 

May 16, 2001  Council  Financial strategy and implementation plan for 
replacing City Hall and other downtown City office 
space with new buildings 

Direction included: consideration of possible joint develop‐
ment with other agencies; consolidation; locations along 8th 
Avenue from Oak Street to the river; and, potential for use 
of some warehouse and historic structures east of Mill. 

2001‐2002  Council  Council Goals included an action priority to “Develop a 
strategy and implementation plan for City downtown 
office and public safety facilities” 

A work item for the action priority was to adopt a policy 
framework for long range plans to guide decisions on 
reinvestment in existing City buildings downtown. 

July 5, 2001  Council  A policy for the maintenance and preservation of City 
Hall and the Public Works Building 

The policy reduced the level of reinvestment to provide for 
an expected 8 to 10 years of continued use. 
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Date  Who  Topic  Action/summary 

September 19, 
2001 

Council  Near‐term and long‐term facility projects in Downtown 
Space Plan 

Directed that: (i) relocation of Special Ops and EPD 
personnel in basement of City Hall, and relocation of Fire 
Station #1 were first priority projects; (ii) Construction of 
new Police building and City Hall were next projects; design 
for Police building to begin in FY05, and design of 
replacement of City Hall to begin in FY08. 

September 19, 
2001 

Council  Downtown Space Plan including internal and external 
funding sources to implement the eventual 
replacement of City Hall with new buildings 

Council approved that projected funding gap addressed with 
a combination of the dedication of additional General Fund 
resources and General Obligation Bonds.   

November 26, 
2001 

Council  Internal funding mechanisms for downtown facilities  One proposed internal mechanism was the payment of 
market‐based “rent” by services that would be located in 
new downtown buildings. The “market rent” concept was 
incorporated as an on‐going City practice beginning in the 
FY03 Budget. 

February 25, 
2002 

Council  Fire Station #1 (Downtown Fire Station)  Resolution approved to fund construction of new 
Downtown Fire Station through General Obligation Bonds, 
with City resources funding non‐bond eligible capital costs. 

May 22, 2002  Council  Roosevelt Police Facility  Approved: (i) location of the Roosevelt Police Facility; (ii) 
financing plan over two fiscal years using City resources 
from Facility Reserve; (iii) use of Construction Manager/ 
General Contractor (CM/GC) construction management.  
Council adopted funding for Roosevelt facility in FY02 SB #3 
and FY03 SB #1. 

October 29, 2003  Council  Downtown Space Plan, specifically the need for new 
Police services building 

Council directed staff to bring recommendations on 
preliminary planning, cost and financing of a new Police 
Services building.  Several councilors asked for more 
information on how a new Police building would fit with 
future plans to replace City Hall, and for development of a 
general “civic center” concept. 

November 17, 
2003 

Budget 
Committee 

Multi‐Year Financial Plan  This plan identified capital and operating needs for entire 
organization over six‐year period.  The police building listed 
as a high priority need in the MYFP, and replacement of City 
Hall was included as future project. 
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Date  Who  Topic  Action/summary 

November 19, 
2003 

Council  Sequencing of financial measures to be presented to 
the voters 

Staff materials indicated that a bond measure for a police 
building would be the next potential item to be presented to 
voters in November 2004.  Council discussed the materials, 
but did not provide any direction. 

February 25, 
2004 

Public  Civic Center Design Charrette   Sponsored by AIA with participation of Mayor’s Civic 
Facilities Visioning Committee and public. 

April 28, 2004  Public  Work session on Mayor’s Civic Facilities Visioning 
Committee   

Reviewed financing plan options, borrowing methods and 
construction methods that could be applied to a new police 
facility. 

June 16, 2004  Council  Work session on Mayor’s Civic Facilities Visioning 
Committee   

Directed a public hearing is held on proposed policy 
principles to guide future Civic Center development. 

July 8, 2004  Public  Public information session  
 

 

July 12, 2004  Public  Public hearing 
 

 

July 14, 2004  Council   Civic Facilities Visioning Committee Report   Adopted a revised set of Civic Center policy principles.  
Determined that a City Hall and Police Building would be 
located on City‐owned property on 8th Avenue. 

July 21, 2004  Council  Potential bond measure for November 2004 ballot   The council directed the City Manager to develop a 
resolution to place a measure on the ballot based on an 
option that would combine near‐term space needs with 
modest Civic Center amenities. 

July 26, 2004  Council  Bond measure for November 2004 ballot  Council placed $6.79 million bond measure 20‐88 on the 
November 2004 ballot to fund social service agency space, 
police expansion space, improvements to Park Blocks, and 
improvements to 8th Ave. “Civic Street.” 

November 2, 
2004 

Public  Election 
 

Voters rejected ballot measure 20‐88, 60% to 40%. 
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